What Kind of Play Is Troilus and Cressida? by Michael L. Hays




“What Kind of Play Is Troilus and Cressida?”


WHAT KIND OF PLAY IS TROILUS AND CRESSIDA?‡​[1]​

As its title suggests, this paper explores the genre of Troilus and Cressida more than it explicates the play.  No one seems to like the play very much, and, except for Ulysses’ speech on degree, critics strain to like it even a little.  They may find it apposite to their politics but not appealing to their aesthetics.  Paradoxically, discomfort or dissatisfaction with it likely reflects its success in complicating their responses because of conflicting or shifting perspectives on its romantic substance and satirical style.  Thus, we come to the question of genre: what kind of play is it?

Shakespeare and his contemporaries provide answers, but not good ones.  From the two 1609 quartos to the 1623 folio, they include just about everything.  The title page of quarto state one (S1) calls it a “Historie”; the title page of quarto state two (S2) calls it a “Famous Historie,” but “The Epistle” repeatedly regards it as a comedy; and the folio calls it a “Tragedie.”​[2]​

These changes in terminology involve at least three possible explanations.  One is problems of censorship because of the satire of recognizable literary and politico-religious individuals.  However, avoidance of difficulties from the “grand censors” cannot explain the change from history or even comedy in 1609 to tragedy in 1623.  We can assume that worked earlier would have worked later and thus not have required yet another change.​[3]​  A second explanation is problems of copyright because of difficulties or disputes which hindered the availability of the play to the editors of the Folio up to the last minute.  Whether the shift in terminology was an attempt to prevent or mitigate those problems is unknown.  Whatever the reason, the place of the play among the tragedies was never in doubt; its last-minute inclusion merely changed its position, from one following Romeo and Juliet to one following Henry VIII as the first tragedy.  A third explanation is the fluidity of the meanings of genre terms in the transition from the Medieval to the Renaissance under the influence of recently introduced humanist—that is, neo-classical—theory.  Critical indeterminacy might reflect ignorance of, indifference to, or imprecision about genres.  However it came to pass, Troilus and Cressida, when finally published, is not listed in the Folio’s “CATALOGUE” of thirty-six plays grouped in any of the three genres—history, comedy, and tragedy—in all of which it might, by virtue of multiple labels, claim membership.  

Given this textual history, Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida poses a challenge to any taxonomy, an especially strong one just as genre studies—aka, historical formalism—are re-emerging to critical importance.  I acknowledge the terminological miasma, but, taking the last word of Shakespeare’s contemporaries as my guide, I accept its classifying the play is as tragedy now (and reclassify it later).  Even so, by Shakespearean standards of tragedy, as far as we can infer them, it is a strange one.  Of the Folio’s eleven tragedies (I omit Cymbeline), three have titles indicating dual protagonists, and these, both lovers: Romeo and Juliet, Anthony and Cleopatra, and Troilus and Cressida.  In ten of these tragedies, all protagonists die; in Troilus and Cressida, both live.  Whatever else might be said about it, the play does not conform to traditional understandings of tragedy or Shakespeare’s practice in his other tragedies—no death of the protagonist(s).  An ending which leaves Troilus mad and revengeful and Cressida sad but resigned seems a far cry from the exalted denouement associated with tragedy.  The genre of the play as tragedy is thus problematic.

Troilus and Cressida is not alone in this regard.  The genre of other plays in the canon has also been problematic—which has led some Shakespeare critics to devise new terms and groupings under them.  Of the three genres known to me, if such they be, two—“problem plays,” a term and grouping suggested by F. S. Boas in 1904; and “occasional plays,” a term and grouping suggested by J. M. Nosworthy in 1965—include Troilus and Cressida but are no longer in fashion.

The third genre, romance, is the only one to survive and thrive in general critical parlance.  It includes five late plays: Cymbeline, as noted, listed and grouped with tragedies; Pericles, Winter’s Tale, and Tempest, listed and grouped with comedies; and, more recently, Two Noble Kinsmen, which the Folio omits.  This genre romance, which does not include Troilus and Cressida, lacks an agreed-upon conceptual definition and bears but a modest resemblance to the traditional genre romance, chivalric romance.

So there we have it: three traditional genres contemporary with Shakespeare and three innovative groupings current in modern Shakespeare criticism.  However, two of the three traditional genres—comedy and tragedy—were new-fangled ones in his day (history was, too, but is irrelevant here).  In the transition from the Medieval to the Renaissance period, English humanists increasingly applied these neo-classical terms to native drama, and English dramatists increasingly wrote in accordance with their understanding of neo-classical literary theory or followed its models.​[4]​

Before the advent of the humanists, the terms which writers applied to various works of Medieval literature were vague and overlapping, reflecting casual usage.  No literary theory defined the various kinds of Medieval literature.  Though earlier works may have served as models for later ones, no literary theory dictated the principles or practices of imitatio or inventio in genres, though lip-service was often paid to classical authors or works, usually as previously rendered in Medieval versions.  As an example of taxonomic indeterminacy, the term “tragedy” applied to plays of Aristotelian downfalls, “mirrors for magistrates,” and plays in which the protagonist merely comes to a bad or sad end.

What distinguishes Medieval literature across its kinds is its gothic character,​[5]​ its inclusion and integration of the sacred and the secular, the high and the low, as a modality reflecting the perceived interpenetration of different and sometimes graduated levels of reality.  The gothic character of literature did not disappear with the demise of the Medieval period but persisted into the Renaissance.  When Sidney distinguishes a golden from a brazen realm, he perpetuates a Medieval perspective in the Renaissance style of Neo-Platonism, not only in the distinction between levels of reality of different value, but also in the underlying continuity between those realms through the shared metaphor of metal.  While poetry and prose yielded somewhat more readily to neo-classical forms, much English Renaissance drama, conservative as drama is, retained its inherited gothic character.  When Sidney criticizes English plays for mixing kings and clowns, he asperses their gothic nature by assuming the humanist position of immiscible neo-classical categories of tragedy and comedy, and neo-classical principles of decorum.

No need exists to render judgment that the plays before are better or worse than the plays after, for being written with no critical presuppositions to bend the mind to guide the hand which holds the pen to write the play.  But it helps to avoid assumptions which incline us to categorize a play as this or that kind of play.  Despite today’s subtle discriminations of detailed taxonomies and despite acknowledgments of Wittgenstein’s notion of “family resemblances,” critics still struggle to use conventional, neo-classical categories.​[6]​  Perhaps, as a drug-influenced Dostoevsky suggested, we should think in other categories or, better still, in no categories at all or, if we must, in capacious ones.

Which returns me to repeating an important point: the character of English drama throughout Shakespeare’s lifetime is predominantly gothic.  As conservative a literary form as drama is, it was slower than other literary forms to abandon its gothic character to accept and apply neo-classical practices and principles.  As nearly important is another point: of that gothic literature, the predominant kind was romance, specifically chivalric romance, even if one disallows other kinds associated or blended with it.  For folk drama, morality plays, saints’ lives, and chivalric romance overlapped, with their elements shared or shading one another.​[7]​  Modern critical distinctions fail to reflect the mixtures and gradations.  The blurring is evident in the transition, though, as in evolution, we lack a “missing link,” from the saint’s life St. Eustace to the chivalric romance Sir Placidas.  Then, throughout what is regarded as the period of the waning of the middle ages, and since, throughout the reign of Elizabeth and during the first fifteen or so years of the career of Shakespeare, chivalric romance was predominant in popular literature, and popular and court drama, increasingly so after the defeat of the Spanish Armada.​[8]​

Just as the gothic mixes the sacred and the secular in proportions varied to suit both author and audience, so chivalric romance often mixes not only them, but also their parallels, the heroic and the anti-heroic, with the latter sometimes mocking the former.  This mix of the heroic and the anti-heroic in the garb of chivalry makes satire or the potential for it inherent in romance itself.  E. C. Pettet's Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition, the only comprehensive account of the subject, understands precisely this point.​[9]​  Thus, romance can contain lofty aspiration and sincere celebration as well as sobering ridicule and self-correcting scorn—some of the very constituents of Troilus and Cressida. 

Instances of the mix of heroic and anti-heroic in romance are diverse.  The compendium of all that romance embraces is, of course, Malory’s Le Morte D’Arthur, from the quest for the Holy Grail to the quests and combats of worldly purpose.  Against the chivalric and courtly earnestness of most characters is the contrasting figure of Sir Dinadan, witty and conflict-avoiding, who often deprecates chivalry and courtly love.  The ending appears, but is not, all anti-romance in the poignant parting of Guinevere and Lancelot, and, of course, the death of Arthur.  Their story ends with both the repudiation of worldly love and the reaffirmation of Christian love, itself a kind of romance ending; his ends with his departure into the mists of Avalon and the tombstone promise of his return, or, in other terms, an exile before his return—the archetypal structure of the earliest English chivalric romances. 

A less exalted work which mixes a little heroic and much anti-heroic is The Tournament at Tottenham, a satirical romance of chivalry written about two decades before Malory’s opus.  The work about a tournament among village bumpkins is little known and less read today.  However, it takes only a moment to realize that its readers and auditors—we forget the reading circle of the times—came to it with solid knowledge of chivalric romances, of tournaments, and of the ideals or values which they embodied.  Even in unrelieved satire, the anti-heroic would imply the heroic.  Mixtures, balanced or unbalanced, of the heroic and the anti-heroic, of idealism and materialism, are characteristic of gothic culture in general, of chivalric romance in particular.  

As I have argued elsewhere, in the case of a play closer to Troilus and Cressida, Shakespeare balances the idealism of the knight Othello and the materialism of the picaro Iago.  Indeed, part of the achievement of this play is its blending of chivalric and picaresque romances, the romances of the high life and the low life, respectively.​[10]​

As both Le Morte D’Arthur and Othello show, romances need not have “happy” endings, whatever they may imply for the future.  Because of the preponderance of chivalric materials, we still classify Malory’s opus a romance; in view of Arthur’s demise, I regard it as a “tragic romance,” with the death of the protagonist framed by the larger structure of exile and promised return.  Such, I have argued elsewhere, is the case in all four of Shakespeare’s major tragedies, so they are called.​[11]​  By Shakespeare’s time, the question of kinds was problematic and, in jest, prompted a Polonian response.

Polonius may be long-winded, but his words are not unwise.  In praising the approaching troupe of actors, he praises them as “The best Actors in the world, either for Tragedie, Comedie, Historie, Pastorall: Pastoricall-Comicall-Historicall-Pastorall: Tragicall-Historicall: Tragicall-Comicall-Historicall-Pastorall….”  (TLN 1444-1447; II,ii,396-399).​[12]​  Or, at the risk of giving them too much credit, let me credit them with being suggestive in an important way, one probably not meant by him.  We consider, as he does, genres as ways of classifying dramas (and other works of literature as well).  But, unlike him, in attempting to classify dramas, we also consider, or should consider, genres as ways of providing guidance to the kinds of experience—more truly, the complexity and diversity of experience—which different dramas present.

Polonius’s problem is ours, and obvious: the difficulty of rendering in a word or two the nature of a more or less enriched cultural experience from reading or attending a play, against some presuppositions about the human experience relevant to what the play presents or is perceived to present.  Problem or not, solution or not, we have to call, as we always have called, the play by some classifying terms which, we know, do some injustice to its nature.  We diminish the injustice by elaborating a detailed taxonomy, but, as the instance of Polonius’s multi-termed genres suggests, too much terminology is too much, ridiculous in its unwieldiness.

I have sketched the gothic nature of Medieval literature, the encroachment of neo-classical kinds, and the displacement of romance by comedy and tragedy.  My guess is that in reconfiguring the critical landscape from gothic to neo-classic, humanists let the different endings define works as tragedy or comedy, and lost the name of romance and, in the process, its referents as well.​[13]​  Endings are something, but they are not all; and we lose much by regarding them as definitive of genre.

So I suggest a model which orients both the earlier, all-encompassing romance and its later, sub-dividing genres, comedy and tragedy.  I recall Northrop Frye’s analysis in Anatomy of Criticism in order to distinguish my schema from his, which he does not illustrate.​[14]​


I dispense with his mythologizing advanced by his seasonal metaphor—spring, comedy; summer, romance; autumn, tragedy; winter, satire—though I admire its appealing simplicity.  I disagree with its implied dynamic circularity of succession which derives from the metaphor, even more with his assumption that these genres have equal taxonomic status.









Note that the three designations of genre give priority to the romance/satire axis and qualify them by the comedy/tragedy axis.  The only point of this graph in this paper is to provide a two-dimensional framework for determining the genre of a Shakespeare play, here, Troilus and Cressida, to which I now turn.

The story of Troilus and Cressida was popular in Medieval and Renaissance periods, in poems and plays.  Since Chaucer’s poem was the major source of Shakespeare’s play, any major difference is important.  The palinode of the poem finds no parallel in the epilogue of the play.  It invokes an explicit Christian standard by which to judge the behavior of Troilus, Cressida, and, for that matter, anyone else; and renders an adverse judgment on secular, particularly courtly, love.  The play, epilogue included, lacks any Christian standard, although frequent references to the “devil” or to “hell” occur in Thersites’s vituperations.  Thus, any judgment of the characters and their conduct must reflect standards implicit in the play or supplied by the audience.

One of the ways in which poem and play resemble each other is their delineation of Greek and Trojan warriors as knights of chivalric romance.  The word “knight” or its cognates occur often, and the descriptions of armor or the challenges to single combat establish this delineation, traditional by Chaucer’s time and still so in Shakespeare’s.  For earlier Medieval narrators of Iliad had long since adapted the story to present the foreign in native terms to contemporary audiences.  The task was the easier because the epic is a story of a siege, a common mode of Medieval and Renaissance warfare, and a common motif of chivalric romance.  This traditional adaptation of the epic as chivalric romance provided the context, content, and coloring of Shakespeare’s play.

In the larger context of chivalric romance, the story of Troilus and Cressida in the play at least initially proceeds according to the motif of courtly love.  Its conventional features include the intended but imperfectly achieved secrecy of their love; an agreed-upon go-between, or intermediary, namely, Pandar, long notorious for giving his name to the role (see Winter’s Tale); and the exchange of gifts or tokens.

These conventional features constitute what is accidental in courtly love, not what is essential.  The sufficient feature of courtly love is the convention that a man’s love of a beautiful woman inspires him to moral action deserving her affection.  (In Renaissance romances not necessarily chivalric, a man’s love-suffering alone, when prolonged and pronounced enough, also deserves, or is claimed to deserve, her affection.  Her disdain or haughtiness increases his torment and gives his love greater piquancy.)  It is the antithesis of courtly love for a man’s love for a woman to render him more attentive to his woman than to his warfaring.  Indeed, whether love of a woman made a man valiant or unmanned him quite was a minor topos of contemporary courtly love literature.

Still, the essential is the principle.  So it is no little irony that, in the first dozen lines of the play, Troilus declares that his love for Cressida enervates his desire for combat.

Call here my Varlet, Ile unarme againe.
Why should I warre without the wals of Troy
That finde such cruell battell here within?
Each Troian that is master of his heart,
Let him to field, Troylus alas hath none….
I am weaker then a womans teare;
Tamer then sleepe, fonder then ignorance;
Lesse valiant then the Virgin in the night,
And skillesse as unpractis’d Infancie (TLN 36-40, 44-47; I,i,1-5,9-12).

And it is no little irony, at the end of the play, that his frustrated love energizes his desire for battle.  Together, these reciprocal ironies double the satire of this primary chivalric romance convention.

Central to this convention is the assumed exalted moral status, usually signified by extraordinary physical beauty—the “so-fair-she-was-I-cannot-say” trope—of the lady.  Playing against this convention is the story of the rape of Helen, in which Paris has absconded with Menelaus’s wife.  No version of the siege of Troy has ever shown Helen to care much one way or another about her abduction, and this play shows her to be silly and slatternly rather than inspiring.  The story becomes central in the great debate as the Trojan council addresses her value—I read: merit or moral worth—as justifying a long war and lost lives.  Of course, this primarily adulterous relationship serves as a touchstone for the relationship between Troilus and Cressida, and as an ominous sign of the relationship between Cressida and Diomede.

I could go on a little more in this way—for instances, the various unworthy motives and means of single combat—but all of it sorts with the satire of the conventions of chivalry and courtly love.  But to satirize such ideals is, as we know from the logic of that mode, to imply those ideals, however sullied as they so often are by fictional characters.  Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida, however severely it satirizes chivalry and courtly love, subversively insinuates its ideals; all is not wars and lechery, as no one character states Shakespeare’s overarching themes, as no one play represents the totality of human experience.  In this mix, especially without the deaths of either Troilus or Cressida, the substance is romance, the style is satire, and the genre of the play seems to me best located dead-center on the comedy/tragedy axis and labeled as satiric romance.

Fine.  But so what?  One answer is that the determination of Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida as satiric romance conclusively decries the fatuities, futilities, and fatalities of chivalric romance.  Yet we must reject this answer if we accept that, theoretically, satire of idealism implies idealism.  Another—and, I think, a better—answer is that we must accept that Shakespeare was of his age before he could be for all time.  The recent effort to define Shakespeare as early modern would affirm or assume that his attitudes toward chivalric romance and its idealism anticipate ours.  Even before New Historicism, Pettet was confident that the attitudes in Troilus and Cressida serve as a “corrective to those who, like Spenser, still hankered fondly after the outmoded ideals of medieval chivalry.”​[15]​  To the contrary, Spenser’s attitudes are more circumspect, Shakespeare’s more celebratory, of chivalry.​[16]​
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^1	  This paper is a slightly expanded and lighted edited version of a paper presented at the South-Central Renaissance Conference (March, 2013).  I thank Thomas Herron for prompting me to this effort and for making some useful suggestions for its improvement: I took some of them—which leaves me responsible for all abiding deficiencies.In deference to modern editors, I substitute “Troilus” for “Troylus” in both the title of the play and the name of the male protagonist; I use only “Cressida” for the name of the female protagonist; other titles and character names follow the spellings in the First Folio, thus, Anthony and Cleopatra, not Antony and Cleopatra.
^2	  The Stationers’ Register entry to Roberts for 7 February 1603 indicates only “The booke” of the play; the entry to Bonian and Walley for 28 January 1609 is no more informative.
^3	  Roger Stritmatter, “The Tortured Signifiers: Satire, Censorship, and the Textual History of Troilus and Cressida, Critical Survey, 21.2 (2009), 60-82, attributes the changes in the use of genre terms in the two states of the quartos to efforts to avoid difficulties with authorities arising from the satire of identifiable persons and policies.  These tactical shifts mean that the genre terms operate independently from the nature of the play itself and are not relevant to the effort to identify its nature and properly label its genre.  Stritmatter does not consider the later shift in genre terms in the Folio.
^4	  According to Madeleine Doran, in the history of English romance from the Medieval into the Renaissance period, romance is both earlier and more capacious than tragedy.  The idea that romance represented a later amalgamation of tragedy and comedy, or tragi-comedy, “misrepresented the historical process.”  Although tragi-comedy “implied an anomalous mixture of distinctive forms,” “romantic story, neither tragic nor comic in the classical sense, was not a breakdown of these forms but antecedent to them in medieval and early renaissance stage practice.  It was romantic story which, under the influence of inherited conceptions of ancient drama, got pulled about and shaped into the separable forms of tragedy and comedy.”  (See Endeavors of Art: A Study of Form in Elizabethan Drama.  (1954; rpt. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1972), 186.
^5	  A. P. Rossiter, English Drama from Early Times to the Elizabethans: Its Background, Origins and Development  (1950; rpt. New York: Barnes and Noble, 1967).  The gothic included materials derived from and mingled from folk drama, miracle and morality plays, saints’ lives, romances, chronicles, etc., as well as materials which we associate with comedy and tragedy.
^6	  See Hans Robert Jauss, Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, trans. Timothy Bahti, Theory and History of Literature, 2. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982).
^7	  I limit my scope to chivalric romance and notably exclude Greek romance for three reasons.  One, the story of the Trojan War had a long history of literary rendering in exclusively chivalric terms throughout Shakespeare’s lifetime.  Two, as stated, chivalric romance was the predominant contemporary literary genre throughout his lifetime.  Three, I detect no evidence of other kinds of romance in this play, and discovering and identifying it would complicate the discussion without, I suspect, contributing to, or qualifying or contradicting, it.  It is indicative, though not conclusive, that, in “Shakespeare and Philhellene Erotic Romance,” Victor Skretkowicz, European Erotic Romance: Philhellene Protestantism, Renaissance Translation and English Literary Politics (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, The Manchester Spenser, 2010), pp. 225-270, does not mention, much less discuss, Greek romance in this play.
^8	  Alfred Harbage et al., Annals of English Drama 975-1700, 3rd ed. (Routledge: London: 1989), conceals the more conventional terminology of such dramas by labeling them “heroical romance,” not “chivalric romance.” Given this misleading label is Guy Earl of Warwick (1593; 1590-c. 1615), performed by the King’s Men.
^9	  E. C. Pettet, Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition (1949; London: Methuen, 1970), 11-35, offers the first full statement of the conventional wisdom, which remains the only comprehensive study of the subject.  He refers to chivalric romance in connection with two plays—Troilus and Cressida and Two Noble Kinsmen—based on Chaucer’s poems.  He sees the former as Shakespeare’s attack on chivalric romance, the purpose of which was “to show that all the paladins of antiquity and medieval romance, of Homer and Spenser (though, like a true Elizabethan, Shakespeare would not have bothered much with this distinction), were ‘lustful brutes and stupid bullies’.”  So it is an exaggerated but useful “corrective to those who, like Spenser, still hankered fondly after the outmoded ideals of medieval chivalry” (155).  The Two Noble Kinsmen presents Pettet with a problem which he does not address, perhaps because he has no satisfactory explanation.
^10	  Michael L. Hays, Shakespearean Tragedy as Chivalric Romance: Rethinking Macbeth, Hamlet, Othello, and King Lear (Woodbridge: Boydell & Brewer, 2003), 173-178.
^11	  Ibid., 93-97.  The phrase “tragic romance” is original in its application to these four plays.  My argument depends on the identification of features common in the English chivalric romance tradition; an explanation of their use in defining character and events, and structuring action; and an interpretation of their contribution to, or definition of meaning in, the play.  For examples: the single combat between Edgar and Edmund which resolves issues of inheritance and governance in restoring both possession and right rule (the outcome of the combat the end of the motif of exile-and-return; the recognition of family kinship after combat at the conclusion of the motif of the fair unknown; and the thematic triumph of good over evil—at a cost, of course—according to chivalric justice.  If I may, I note that criticism has made nothing of Edgar’s direct quotation from Bevis of Hampton (to my knowledge, the only such direct quotation from a literary work in Shakespeare); nothing of the references to knights, and the trappings and use of this single combat at the end; and nothing of Lear’s boast about how he, recalling his youth as a chivalric knight (like Edgar, noticed by very few to be his “godsonne” and thus to have been duly instructed by the king), would have used his “good biting Faulchion” to make such a knave as Cordelia’s killer skip.  I suggest that other such features abound in these four plays and, when their role is understood, affect our appreciation of them.
^12	  My text is Charlton Hinman, ed., The First Folio of Shakespeare, The Norton Facsimile (New York: Norton, 1968).  Line numbering follows Hinman for Through Line Numbering (TLN), and G. Blakemore Evans, gen. ed., The Riverside Shakespeare (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1974) for conventional lineation by act and scene.
^13	  I regard literature qua literature as Romance, with an upper-case “R,” because it indicts or implies an essential idealism.  I take idealism to be inherent in any author’s effort to bring order out of chaos.  The effort assumes the author’s belief in order and the possibility of making order out of the welter of experience and the author’s ability, by selecting from the totality of what is and shaping it to his or her purpose and audience, to impute meaning to human experience.  This meaning depends upon two factors: the coherence of the materials selected and shaped, and the rightness of that coherence.  The recognition of this fitness—I use the word in the two senses appropriate to these factors—is the sense at the end, when we put the book down or see the curtain come down, of “poetic justice” achieved.  Today, we speak easily and disparagingly of “poetic justice,” but, pace our condescension, it signifies the moral idealism which reflects the creation of order out of chaos.  In this larger sense, the author’s enterprise is a romantic quest: challenge, response, victory.  So literature, whatever its surface meaning, has an essential, or deep, structure which is idealism, or Romance.
^14	  Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton, NJ; University of Princeton Press, 1957), 163-239. 
^15	  Pettet, Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition, p. 155 (and see note 7).
^16	  Michael L. Hays, “What Means a Knight?: Red Cross Knight and Edgar,” in J. B. Lethbridge, ed., Shakespeare and Spenser: Attractive Opposites (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2008), 226-41.
